IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

0.A.653/86
Surender Kumar Sharma « + s o Applicant
Us.
Comptroller & Auditor General
of India & Others e o s o Respondents
ORDER ¢

Shri T.S. Uefma for the applicant and
Shri P,H;Ramchandani for the :espondenfs present. e have
heard the learned counsel for both the parties and gons
throdgh the documents carefully, The main question in the

application is whether the applicant is entitled to the

ad-hoc bonus for the period commencing from 22,3,85, when
he went on deputation from his parent department, i.e,
Director of Audit, Commerce, uorks & Miscellaneous, AGCR.
Qur attention has been drawn to Annexure'C' to the

application. Annexure to this Annexure'(C' clearly states

thag employees on deputation with publiec sector underﬁakings
as on 31.,3.83 are not eligible for the ad-hoc bonus to be
paid by the lending Departments., In such cases the
liability to pay-—ad-hoc bonus lies with the borrewing
organisatiﬁn.depanding uponé}ﬁz;;djaoc bonus etc.lif any,

in force in the borrouwing organisation, Provisions of this
office Memorandum hap’ been made applicable to the bonus
payable during the period 1984-85, vide clause (iv) of

DeMe NOo Fe 14 (5)-E(Coord)/85 dated 30.9,85 issued by the

Department of Expenditure. Ministry of Finance.




-

| Since,admittedly the aéblicant went out or_depdtation
on his own volition oﬁ 22,3.85 to the DDA and DDA does not
have aﬁy scheme of ad-=hoc bonus,vthe applicant cannct claim
ad-hoc bonus as it is debarred by the Annexurs to the
Annexure'C' of the applicatiom, In the facts and
circumstances exp}ained above, we do not find any merit |
in applicant's claim for éd-hoc,bunus and we reject the

same under ‘gsction 19(3) of the Administrative Tribunals

Act,
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ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER VICE-CHAIRMAN (JUDICIAL)
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